CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 


Minutes of Meeting 92-2 


of the 


Engineering and Computer Science Faculty Council 


held 
Friday, March 20, 1992 


Present: Professors M.N.S. Swamy (Chair), M.O. Ahmad, C. Bédard, R.B. Bhat, 
T. Fancott, P.P. Fazio, D. Feldman, P. Grogono, F.D. Hamblin, A.M. 
Hanna, C. Lam, H.J. McQueen, J. Opatrny, M.O.M. Osman, O.A. Pekau, 
R.V. Patel, T. Stathopoulos, G.H. Vatistas, G.D. Xistris, P.D. Ziogas; B. 
MacKay (Associate Vice-Rector, Academic, Curriculum & Planning); 
Lee Harris (Library); P.M. Bourassa (Secretary). 


Absent with 
apology: Mr. T. Swift; Profs. V.S. Alagar, B. Ashtakala, A. Elhakeem, K. 
Thulasiraman, R. Shinghal. 


Visitors: Mr. Craig Brown; Profs. A. Ramamurthy, J. McKay, $.V. Hoa, Frank 
Muller, S. Babarutsi, S. Cheung, R. Zmeureanu, Michael Hogben, B. 
Goldsmith. 


1 Adoption of Agenda 


Motion Council unanimously approved the published agenda. 

92-2-1 

2. Adoption of Minutes of Meeting 92-1 

Motion It was pointed out that the name of Prof. B. MacKay should have been 
91-2-2 added to those who sent their apologies. Subject to this correction, 


Council unanimously adopted a motion to approve the minutes of 
Meeting 92-1. 


Motion 
92-2-3 


Motion 
92-2-4 


Chair's Remarks 


Dr. Swamy extended his congratulations to Ms. Danny Lévesque of CBS 
who received first prize at the Concordia competition for the IIKOS 
award and wished her good luck for the inter-university competition. 


He also reminded Council members about the nominations for non- 
academic medals and awards to be given at the June Convocation. The 
criteria and nomination forms are available from Department Chairs. 


Procedures Regarding Faculty Elections 


Dr. Swamy reminded Council that, at its last meeting, it had resolved 
that the Tenure Elections Committee be mandated to review elections 
procedures in this Faculty and other units of the University and to 
receive proposals by faculty members of this Faculty and come back 
with a set of proposals for discussion and adoption by Faculty Council 
at its March 1992 meeting. 


The Committee's report and recommendations are given in Document 
ECFC 92-2-1. Dr. O. Moselhi, Chair of the Tenure Elections Committee 
was invited to present this document. 


Dr. Moselhi said that, in reviewing elections procedures in the 
University, he found out that the Faculty of Engineering and 
Computer Science is the only one that presently has written general 
election procedures. 


The proposals are divided into four main sections: nominations, 
voting, appeal, and the elections committee. Current procedures are 
given on the left-hand side of the document. Suggested alternatives 
are outlined on the right-hand side. 


Dr. Osman, seconded by Dr. McQueen, moved that the Faculty 
continue to use the present system, as described in Doc. ECFC 92-2-1. 


In the discussion that followed, they explained that any modification 
could be made through amendments to the main motion. 


A first amendment was moved, to the effect that wherever there is an 
alternative between the TEC and the Secretary of Council, in Sections 
3.2 and 3.3, the Secretary of Council be given the responsibility. 


There was some discussion, and the question was called. The majority 
voted in favour of calling the question. 


Motion 
92-2-5 


Motion 
92-2-6 


Motion 
92-2-7 


Motion 
92-2-8 


Motion 92-2-4 was carried by a vote of 14 in favour, none opposed and 3 
abstentions. 


It was then moved that nominations and withdrawals be sent to the 
Secretary of Faculty Council in sealed envelopes to be opened by the 
Elections Committee. 


After some discussion, the question was called and the vote was in 
favour of calling the question. 


Motion 92-2-5 was carried by a vote of 13 in favour, 2 opposed and one 
abstention. 


It was moved that, whenever there is more than one candidate to be 
elected, the ballot papers bear the instruction "Vote for up to N" 
instead of "Vote for N". 


After some discussion, the question was called and the vote was in 
favour of calling the question. 


Motion 92-2-6 was carried unanimously. 


The question of transferable votes was discussed but some members of 
Council said that there are definite advantages to having more than 
one round of votes and no amendment was moved on this subject. 


It was moved that, after each election, the Elections Committee 
announce, in addition to the names of those elected, how many voted 
and how many spoiled ballots there were. 


After some discussion, the question was called. The vote was in favour 
of calling the question. 


Motion 92-2-7 was adopted by a vote of 14 in favour, none opposed an 
one abstention. 


It was then moved that the Elections Committee announce the 
number of votes received by each candidate. 


After some discussion, the question was called. The vote was in favour 
of calling the question. 


Motion 92-2-8 was defeated by a vote of 4 in favour, 11 opposed and one 
abstention. 


Motion 
92-2-9 


Motion 
92-2-10 


Motion 


92-2-11 


Motion 
92-2-12 


Regarding the appeals procedure in Section 3.4, it was moved that the 
number of weeks within which an appeal can be made be specified as 
two weeks and that the words "provided there are no appeals" be added 
to the text in the left-hand side of Section 3.4, after "election material 
can be destroyed". 


Motion 92-2-9 was carried unanimously. 


Regarding the Elections Committee, it was moved that two alternate 
members be added to the TEC, as per 2) in Section 3.5. These two 
members should be from the two departments not represented in TEC. 


Motion 92-2-10 was carried unanimously. 


It was then moved that it be possible for a faculty member to ask the 
Chair of the Elections Committee whether his/her own vote has been 
received and counted. 


Motion 92-2-11 was adopted by a vote of 18 in favour, none opposed 
and one abstention. 


Motion 92-2-3, amended by Motions 92-2-4, 92-2-5, 92-2-6, 92-2-7, 92-2-8, 
92-2-9, 92-2-10, and 92-2-11, was adopted unanimously. 


A motion of thanks to the Elections Committee for having made an 
excellent job was carried unanimously. 


A copy of the new elections procedures will be sent to all faculty 
members once the minutes of the present meeting have been ratified 
by Council. 


Concordia Centre for Composites 


The proposal recommending the establishment of the Concordia 
Centre for Composites is contained in Doc. ECFC 92-2-2. 


Dr. Osman presented the proposal to Council. 


Dr. Xistris then asked whether he is to understand that no new 
resource requirements would result from the establishment of this 
centre. Dr. Osman replied that this has already been confirmed. He 
added that the space presently used by the group who are to join the 
centre is sufficient for the foreseeable future. As for the one addition to 
the personnel, this has already been approved. 


Motion 
92-2-13 


Dr. Swamy said that he has already made it very clear that the required 
resources are to come from the existing budget for the Mechanical 
Engineering Department. The costs are clearly stated in the submission 
and he can accept that statement. As for space, the Faculty as a whole is 
still short of 7,000 sq. meters even after the new allocation. Space will 
not be given to the centre for the detriment of other legitimate 
requirements. 


Dr. Osman said that Dr. Hoa and his associates in the proposed centre 
are already working as a research centre and have the necessary 
resources for their research work. However. they need some kind of 
structure, in order to get proper recognition. Resource requirements, as 
stated on page 18 of Doc. ECFC 92-2-2 are limited to one course 
reduction for the director of the centre, an infrastructure budget of 
$10,000/yr and the one faculty member already mentioned. He added 
that the area of composites is considered a key growth area in 
Mechanical Engineering and that Concordia should maintain the lead 
that it already has. Both CRIQ (Centre de Recherche industrielle du 
Québec) and Ecole Polytechnique are forming research groups for 
composites. 


Dr. Fazio asked whether it is the intention to establish more research 
centres in the future. He suggested that there should be a framework 
for research centres and that there should be milestones against which 
the progress of each centre could be measured later on. 


Dr. Osman replied that one should not confuse a general discussion on 
research centres with the specific case now before Council. 


Dr. Swamy suggested that the general discussion on research centres 
and this specific case could go on a parallel basis and that he intends to 
go into the general study in greater depth as soon as possible. 


Prof. B. MacKay asked, in view of the involvement of Dr. Le Van Mao 
of the Department of Chemistry, whether the proposal has been sent to 
the Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science. The reply was that it has 
not; this is because the proposed research centre is not an inter- 
disciplinary centre, although people outside the Mechanical 
Engineering Department can join on an individual basis. 


The question was called and the vote was in favour of calling the 
question. 


By a vote of 12 in favour, none opposed and two abstentions, Council 
adopted a motion recommending to Senate the establishment of the 
Concordia Centre for Composites. 


Motion 
92-2-14 


College of Environmental Studies 


The documents submitted to Council on this subject are Doc. ECFC 92- 
2-3, prepared by Dr. F.G. Muller on behalf of the Environmental 
Studies Proposal Committee, and Doc. ECFC 92-2-4, summarizing a 
consensus reached at the Executive Committee of this Faculty, and 
prepared by Dr. T. Fancott. 


The following, which was drafted by the Executive Committee and is 
included in Doc. ECFC 92-2-4, was moved and seconded: 


The Council of the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science 
resolves that: 


In view of the fact that the Faculty of Engineering and Computer 
Science considers Environmental Engineering as a vital area in its 
plans for future development, the Faculty must be fully represented 
in any study concerning the establishment of a program in 
environmental studies. 


Prof. B. MacKay, speaking on behalf of Dr. R. Sheinin, said that the 
Vice-Rector, Academic supports the idea but has concerns relating to 
the process through which the proposal for a Graduate College of 
Environmental Studies is going forward. When such a dossier is being 
prepared, consultation should be as wide as possible. Yet, there was no 
representation on the Committee from a number of academic units 
that should have been involved. She noted particularly that Dr. 
Anderson, of the Department of Biology, was left out. Also, the details 
of implementation are missing from the proposal. 


Dr. Muller answered that the proposal is in the preliminary stages only, 
it is just developing. While a wide consultation is desirable, one must 
also ask now many people should form a Committee. 


Dr. Hogben, who was also a member of the Committee, said that Dr. 
Bertrand, when Dean of the Faculty of Arts and Science, had discussed 
the question with every Department Chair in the Faculty. He added 
that each Faculty would continue to retain control of the programmes. 


Dr. Swamy said that he is sure that the document prepared by the 
Committee is not for final approval. For the moment, the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science is merely stating its position. The 
administrative structure still has to be discussed, but at least, a start has 
been made. 


Dr. Pekau said that the Civil Engineering Department is most 
interested in the area of environmental studies. It already has 
undergraduate and graduate courses in the field, as well as two 
professors and some graduate students working in the area. However, 
the degree of inter-action of the Department with the proposed College 
of Environmental Studies may be less than the members of the 
Committee may like. When he looked at the list of proposed courses 
for the proposed college, he did not find a single one that Civil 
Engineering students in the area of environmental engineering would 
find useful. 


Dr. Stathopoulos asked whether a market survey was done by the 
Committee. Dr. Muller answered that the Committee was thinking in 
terms of 50 to 100 students only. 


Prof. B. Goldsmith said that she found out only today about the 
proposal. Having been in the field of Social Aspects of Engineering for 
15 years, she found it ironical that neither she nor Dr. H. McQueen had 
been included in the consultation process. 


Dr. Osman said that he is not sure whether the right procedure has 
been followed and asked whether there exists a procedure for creating a 
graduate college. 


Prof. B. MacKay answered that there is none, and that it would be 
premature to make a move for a college at this stage. 


Prof. B. MacKay suggested that the word "must" be taken out of Motion 
92-2-14 and both mover and seconder agreed. 


The question was called and the vote was in favour of calling the 
question. 


Motion 92-2-14, thus modified, was adopted by a unanimous vote. 


Adjournment 


Council unanimously adopted a motion to adjourn. 


